theatrical activities of convents and monasteries to the rich theatrical life of Florence. Elsa Strietman and Lynette Muir guide us through "The Low Countries" with sixty-four intriguing excerpts that reconstruct a vivid picture of the diverse spectacles of a region that now includes such countries as Belgium, the Netherlands, and France. "The Iberian Peninsula (including Majorca)," edited by Louise Haywood, supplies seventy-four examples of interactions between learned and folk productions and Christian and secular traditions. Finally, Thomas Pettitt and Leif Søndergaard proffer "Traditions of the People: Customs and Folk Drama," one of the most interesting chapters of the volume in that it reveals the continuity of ritual activity across Europe. In addition to its detailed Table of Contents, the volume contains a list of all 633 documents. Moreover, the editors have furnished a Historical Table with a careful chronology of all the dates from 395-1609 that they deem of theatrical significance. Readers may also consult the especially useful "Glossary of Technical and Specialised Terms" to find everything from antiphon to plen an gwary to puy to remembranza to sinnekens to four drawings illustrating liturgical vestments.
For all its merits, this remarkable volume has one significant drawback which, while not diminishing its value and utility, indicates nonetheless that its primary sources must be used with caution. The editors always provide the bibliographic information about the source from which their English translations have been taken. Often, however, those citations refer us not to the original manuscript or the earlier printed source but to someone else quoting that manuscript (occasionally twice or thrice removed). For example, readers seeking to consult the oft-cited Latin text of Honorius of Autun (whose name should read Augustodunensis, as doubt has arisen regarding whether this author was or was not from Autun) must first dig up Karl Young's Drama of the Medieval Church so that Young may conduct them to the Patrologica latina. Specialists will thus be frustrated by the inability to compare with ease the English translations and the original sources. Furthermore, even the generalist and the student of theatre must take care because the very language of the documents in question is not always clear. The editors tend to reproduce the occasional phrase in foreign languages, thereby inviting the reader to intuit that a given excerpt is in Latin, Middle French, Flemish, etc. But, given the format of the volume, the reader has absolutely no way of knowing, for instance, that the oftstudied didascalia of the Anglo-Norman Play of Adam (150; If any period in the over-crowded terrain of English theatre history can be said to be neglected, it is the period of 1918 to 1945. The chief characteristic of this era's theatre is its in-between-ness-not so much between the wars as between the two golden ages of twentieth-century English theatre: the Edwardian period and the Angry Young Man revolution. The only aspect of , 1918-1939 are both welcome contributions to the growing study of inter-war theatre. While Nicholson's book examines the familiar realm of political theatre and drama, its topics range from workers' theatre to the West End to government extravaganza. Nicholson surveys the evolving history of the representation of communism from the 1920s through the war. He charts three periods: 1917-1929, characterized by the drama of the "red scare," which "treated the possibility of Bolshevik rule as virtually indistinguishable from Armageddon" (6); 1930-1939, which saw the rise of communist or socialist theatre groups; and 1939-1945, when the Government produced propaganda rallies that cautiously negotiated support for the Red Army.
Not surprisingly, the Lord Chamberlain plays a leading role in Nicholson's book, since his office used its considerable power to control the image of the Bolshevik on the stage and to keep an eye on those companies that were interested in producing such work. After discussing censorship in the first two chapters, Nicholson turns to the plays themselves and the rest of the book is largely a series of plot summaries. But what plots! It is to Nicholsons's credit that after reading the book I immediately wanted to run out and read many of the plays he describes. This would be no easy feat, since many of the plays Nicholson examines were never published. Ironically, the Lord Chamberlain who sought to ban the plays from performance preserved them for posterity in his files. The anticommunist plays of the 1920s tend toward pot-boiling melodrama filled, as they are, with mad Bolsheviks ravishing English womanhood. This demonizing of communists as melodrama villains was such a common plot device in the 1920s that it became an object of parody in the more sympathetic leftist plays of the 1930s. In the play Where's That Bomb?, a "Bolshy" carrying a bomb under his coat sings:
I'm a Red, I'm a Red An injurious, furious Red. I murder and pillage in city and village, The world isn't safe 'til I'm dead, For I'm a Red ferocialist, I am, A confiscating Socialist, I am; With my Russian gold I caper I seduce your wife and rape 'er, It's true-it's in the paper! I'm a Red.
[97]
It emerges that the socialists get all the best jokes.
Nicholson's book ends on a note of absurdist comedy as the war-time government, which fifteen years before had censored plays suggesting that Soviets were anything other than child-eating monsters, was now sponsoring political pageants celebrating the Red Army's bravery on the Eastern Front. This culminates with the production of Louis MacNiece's 1943 Salute to the Red Army, which involved "two orchestras, three-hundred choristers, two regimental bands, trumpeters and drummers from the King's household cavalry" (128). Ralph Richardson and Sybil Thorndike, "dressed in gold cloth and helmets and placed in pulpits painted battleship grey," served as narrators while below "these erect, heroic beings" crouched Marius Goring as the Nazi (130). The climax of the piece was a speech by Anthony Eden in front of the huge red Soviet flag and the spectacle ended with the playing of the Internationale. This was all a bit too much for the government, which shelved plans for further extravaganzas. Finally, Nicholson includes a helpful appendix of biographies of the protagonists of his book, a chronology of plays, and a bibliography.
While British Theatre and the Red Peril has a narrow focus, Barker and Gale's British Theatre between the Wars ranges far and wide, including essays on women in theatre, The Independent Labour Party theatre, musicals, Shakespeare, pageants, and other disparate topics. My favorite chapter in the book was John Stokes's essay on the popular thriller genre; like Nicholson's book, it has an infectious enthusiasm for its subject and makes you want to read the plays discussed. Keeping with dramatic literature, John Deeney's article on the homosexual-themed plays such as The Green Bay Tree and Children in Uniform problematizes the approach of critics like Nicholas de Jongh who ground their work either in biographical readings of authors or in decoding "a clandestine iconography" (66). Other essays in the book move away from literature toward the performance history of the period. I wish that a few more of them could have been as informative as James Ross Moore's history of the development of the musical review or Maggie B. Gale's survey of female playwrights and directors. The first provides a coherent narrative of the emergence of an important sub-genre of musicals while the latter locates women in the landscape of the inter-war theatre scene.
In contrast, several other chapters are less helpful. Mick Wallis's essay on community pageants entertainingly demonstrates the tensions among pageant theorists/creators and then situates the pageant form within the heritage industry, but for those unfamiliar to pageants it is over-packed and unfocused. Tony Howard's essay on Shakespeare production is also scattered, although this perhaps reflects the status of his subject: inter-war Shakespeare struck out in many directions, in search of viable performance styles in the wake of Harley Granville Barker. Finally, Clive Barker's "The Ghosts of War" starts from the interesting premise that the large number of ghosts that populate the drama of the period reflect the spectre of World War I and the "lost generation" haunting English culture. This illuminates J. M. Barrie's popular but strange play of loss, Mary Rose, or Coward's Post-mortem, but by also including works as diverse as Shaw's political extravaganzas and Charles Morgan's The Flashing Stream in his survey, Barker wanders from his thesis.
The reservations I have about these last three essays recur on a larger scale when considering the book as a whole. While the essays are individually interesting, a reader looking for an introduction to the period (something the book's title seems to promise) will not find it here. This is a shame because I think a considered general survey of the inter-war theatre would be welcome. In her introduction to the volume, Maggie B. Gale frames the book as a re-assessment of received critical opinion, writing that it was devised "with the intention of opening up areas of debate about a period of British theatre which hitherto had been largely neglected by . . . theatre historians" (3). But how do you debate neglect? This "debate" approach works well when there is an established history of a period-for instance, the 1956 Angry Young Man "revolution" has been re-examined lately by Dan Rebellato, Stephen Lacey, and Loren Kruger, among others. But the inter-war period has no such dominant historical narrative; or if it does, it is one of absence: inter-war theatre is a place-holder between two clearly defined periods of theatre history. This is why the survey articles of Gale and Moore as well as Nicholson's book are so valuable: they are constructive. Together these two volumes reflect a renewed interest in inter-war theatre and, to use a catch-phrase of the period, this is A Good Thing. The distinctive contribution of Anthony Tatlow's Shakespeare, Brecht, and the Intercultural Sign is the equation of the cultural and the historical, and, therefore, of the intercultural with the interhistorical. The book opens with a bow to L. P. Hartley's famous start to The Go-Between: "The past is a foreign country: they do things differently there." Tatlow, himself a sort of cultural go-between, puts a gloss on that memorable aphorism: "Every engagement with a Shakespearean text is necessarily intercultural. The past really is another culture, its remoteness disguised by language that can occasionally appear as familiar as we seem to ourselves, whom we understand so imperfectly. In considering Brecht's intercultural practices, whose innovations are not fully appreciated, I focus less on what happens to 'Shakespeare,' than on how such intercultural reading reshapes the conventions of performance and interpretation" (5). I confess that I prefer the original, with its implication of an achingly inaccessible past ungraspable by even the most vivid personal memories, let alone by secondhand accounts. But Tatlow sets himself the task of theorizing how this gulf can be bridged by those whose stock-in-trade it is to do so, be they critics, scholars, academics, or theatre practitioners.
MELISSA GIBSON
His argument is intricate, to say nothing of ambitious. In making the equation between culture and history, Tatlow proceeds along at least two intersecting trajectories. One is the intercultural: Asian influences on Brecht and Asian performances that borrow from the West. Another is the interhistorical, particularly as seen in Brecht's Shakespearean adaptations, but also in Shakespeare's reworking of Plautus. At the point of intersection, there is-with apologies to Poloniusthe intercultural-interhistorical: Mnouchkine's Asian-influenced Shakespeare productions or a Chinese kunju Macbeth, looking both Westward and backward.
Tatlow dubs this approach "textual anthropology"-looking at historical periods as one would at unfamiliar cultures, and an intercultural performance as historicized text. This is accurate enough, but "texual psychoanalysis" might be more precise. Tatlow's analysis is alternately Lacanian, traditionally Freudian, or, his preferred mode, Erich Frommian; he finds much that is meaningful in each. What is basic to his theorization is his belief in a repressed social unconscious that an analytical
